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Abstract 
In this study we explored the factorial structure of Time Perspective (TP) concept proposed by Zimbardo and Boyd (1999). 
The 56 items ZTPI questionnaire was applied to a wide sample of 1.260 Romanian ethnics, a total of 794 persons (63%) being 
female. The mean age was 30.66 (SD = 11.34) and the mean level of education was 15.50 years (SD = 3.18). Using 
Exploratory Factor Analysis we retained five TP major factors that explain 33.39% of the total variance. The five factors 
solution obtained by us was very similar in terms of total variance explained with those solutions already reported in 
literature, but we also observed the occurrence of some minor factors that double the major factors. 
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1. Introduction 
Since the introduction of Time Perspective (TP) concept it became a challenging one in all fields of applied 
psychology, as long as researchers get access to some main factors that influence people’s decisions and alter 
their adaptive behaviours. TP was considered by Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) “a fundamental dimension in the 
construction of psychological time, that emerges form cognitive processes partitioning human experience into 
past, present, and future temporal frames” (1271). The TP dimensions related to the Past (Past-negative and Past-
positive) reflect two different orientations. As Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) noted ’… the first factor suggests 
trauma, pain and regret, the Past positive factor reflects a warm, sentimental attitude towards the past’ (p.1274). 
The Present hedonistic reflects a hedonistic and risk-taking propensity, the person characterized by this dimension 
being oriented towards present pleasure, with little concern for future consequences. The Present fatalistic reveals 
a fatalistic, helpless, and hopeless attitude towards the future and life, while the Future dimension of TP includes 
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mental representations of future consequences and concerns, responsibility, striving for future goals and rewards 
(Zimbardo & Boyd 1999, Strathman et al. 1994). 
After more than a decade from the seminal model of TP (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999) a great consensus is 
emerging in literature, validating cross-culturally the Past negative, Present hedonistic, Future, Past positive and 
Present fatalistic as five distinct factors (Apostolidis & Fieulaine, 2004; Milfont et al., 2008;  Diaz-Morales et al., 
2006). In a cross-cultural study containing samples from 23 countries from all continents, Sircova et al. (2011) 
brought EFA evidence that TP is best represented as a five-factor structure. The percentage of variance explained 
by the five factors varied between a minimum of 29.92% and a maximum of 39.48, while the average was 
35.05% (SD = 2.22). 
There are also studies in which the validated factorial solution was either reduced, either extended according to 
the five-factor original version. Thus, by using a shortened form of the ZTPI, D’Alessio et al. (2003) confirmed 
by means of EFA that three dimensions, namely Future, Present Fatalistic and Present Hedonistic suffice to 
reflect the TP structure. However, the authors noticed a limit related to the low internal consistency of these 3 
factors. When comparing the data obtained on a sample in Latvia with one in Russia, Kolesvos (2009) discovered 
that for both countries, a six-factor structure would be more adequate. As the author shows, the seven factors of 
the Latvian ZTPI explained 34.1% of the variance and the seven factors of the Russian ZTPI explained 32.6% of 
the variance. Thus, these factorial solutions explain the same percent of variance as the five factor solutions. 
Recently, Gavreliuc et al., (2011) confirmed a five structure of TP concept for a Romanian sample.  
Many of the above cited studies used rather small samples, composed exclusively by students in psychology, 
so that we cannot be sure that the same structure will emerge for a more general and diverse population. The 
homogenous composition of the sample (only students) hampers the ecological validity. There are strong 
arguments for the necessity of having more than 500 observations whenever possible, in an exploratory factor 
analysis (MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang & Hong, 1999; Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1995; Everitt, 1975) 
The goal of this research was to explore the factorial validity of scores from ZTPI and to check the five factor 
structure of TP concept on a wide Romanian sample, using Exploratory Factorial Analysis procedure. 
2.  Method 
2.1. Participants and procedure 
The Romanian sample consisted of 1260 persons who accepted to participate freely in this research. It was a 
convenience sample. An overall of 794 (63%) respondents were females. The range of the respondents’ age was 
between 15 and 79 and it was identical for women and men. The average age was 30.66 years (SD = 11.34).  The 
study was conducted between January and March 2012. Participation was voluntary and anonymity was 
guaranteed.  
2.2. Translation and cultural validation 
The English version of the Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI 56 items) was translated into 
Romanian using translation, back-translation and confirmation of the interpretative validity of the translated 
version.  
2.3. Measures 
The 56-item Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (please follow the link for items correspondence:  
http://www.emcdda.europa.eu/html.cfm/index89378EN.html) was applied to a Romanian sample. The responses 
were collected using a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from very uncharacteristic (1) to very characteristic (7). We 
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used a 7-point scale because the ZTPI was part of a battery of questionnaires (not reported here) and we chose a 
unitary response format for all instruments. The questionnaire was applied in an electronic format. The average 
application time was between 15 and 20 minutes. 
2.4. Data analyses 
The factors were extracted using Principal Component Analysis from Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). 
Means and standard deviations for each item were computed and the alpha Cronbach index of internal 
consistency was computed for each factor.  
3. Results 
In order to determine and validate the ZTPI factorial structure at the level of the Romanian sample, we used 
the Exploratory Factor Analysis, Principal Component Analysis algorithm. The retention criterion of the extracted 
factor was eigenvalue >1 and 13 factors explaining 55.69% of the data variance were extracted. The .89 value for 
Kiser-Meyer-Olkin index indicated a good sampling adequacy. Both eigenvalues and scree plot indicated a net 
decrease between factor 5 and factor 6. Thus, we took the decision to retain the first five factors. The overall 
value of the first 5 factors explained 33.39% of the total variance. This percentage of variance is very close, but 
slightly under the cross-cultural calculated average (35.05%) for 16 countries reported in the study of Sircova et 
al. (2011). 
The first factor extracted was labelled Past negative as long as it was saturated by items intended to measure 
this aspect. The second factor was saturated only by items measuring the Present hedonistic, therefore it was 
labelled correspondingly. The third factor extracted contained only items indicating a fatalistic orientation of the 
person in present; hence it was labelled Present fatalistic. The forth factor included exclusively items indicating 
the person’s orientation towards Future, while the fifth factor contained only items measuring the person’s 
orientation towards the Past positive. The variance (after Varimax) explained by each factor was (alpha Cronbach 
in parenthesis): Past negative 8.56% (.83), Present hedonistic 6.97% (.80), Present fatalistic 6.79% (.79), Future 
6.56% (.783) and Past positive 4.52% (.69). The item loadings (Rotation Varimax with Kaiser Normalization) for 
each factor are presented in Table 1. 
However, we must take into account that a number of 25 items from the ZTPI loaded on other five different 
factors. An interesting aspect of our analysis is that factors 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10, which were extracted, contained 
items of the same nature as the first five factors from the above table. Overall, these factors explain 15.33% of the 
total variance. For instance, in the EFA conducted by us, the 6th factor explained 3.73% of the total variance and 
it was exclusively represented by items of the Past negative dimension (factorial loading in parentheses): item 
4(.62), item 54 (.51), item 33 (.47), item 5 (.38). Similarly, the 7th factor explained 3.47% of the total variance, 
containing only items of the Present hedonistic (factorial loading in parentheses): item 8 (.78), item 23 (.75). The 
8th factor explained 2.82% of the total variance containing 2 items of the Future dimension (factorial loading in 
parentheses): item 6 (.73) and item 43 (.69). The 9th factor explained 2.69 of the total variance 2 items of the 
Present hedonistic dimension (factorial loading in parentheses): item 44 (.67) and item 46 (.47). The 10th factor 
explained 2.62% of the total variance, containing 2 items of the Present hedonistic (factorial loading in 
parentheses): item 28 (.60) and item 32 (.58). 
Somehow we obtained others  “minor”  factors  for  each  major  dimension of  the  TP,  presented  in  the  table  1,  
fact that indicates the subdivision tendency of the TP factors at the level of the Romanian sample. Sircova et al 
(2011) reported a list of cross-cultural biased items of the ZTPI, for instance items 14, 22, 28, 32 and 48. It can be 
noticed that the factor 10 discovered by us at the Romanian sample contains exclusively cross-culturally biased 
items, namely 22 and 28. 
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Table 1. Factor matrix after Varimax Rotation for Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory for Romanian sample (only items with loading over 
.30 are displayed)   
ZTPI item Past negative Present hedonistic Present fatalistic Future Past positive M SD 
50 0.81         2.86 1.78 
34 0.79         2.81 1.74 
16 0.76         3.62 1.83 
22 0.69         2.81 1.87 
36 0.53         3.66 1.77 
27 0.49         4.16 2.00 
42   0.78       4.04 1.71 
31   0.74       4.44 1.60 
26   0.62       4.45 1.67 
17   0.55       5.23 1.37 
55   0.50       5.32 1.51 
48   0.48       4.67 1.63 
39     0.70     2.84 1.72 
14     0.69     2.97 1.75 
38     0.68     3.04 1.74 
3     0.65     4.02 1.87 
37     0.49     3.83 1.75 
53     0.43     3.86 1.75 
35     0.35     3.18 1.58 
40       0.76   5.51 1.35 
13       0.71   5.52 1.54 
21       0.65   5.59 1.07 
45       0.63   5.50 1.39 
10       0.63   5.59 1.26 
18       0.57   5.76 1.49 
30       0.52   5.40 1.38 
2         0.71 5.57 1.53 
29         0.65 4.56 1.79 
15         0.59 4.69 1.82 
7         0.58 4.51 1.65 
20         0.49 5.44 1.37 
Note. N=1260; ZTPI=Zimbardo Time Perspective Invetory, M = mean, SD = standard deviation.   
4. Discussions and conclusions 
The five-factor solution obtained by us on the Romanian sample presents a high degree of similarity with those 
reported in other research (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999; Apostolidis & Fieulaine, 2004; Díaz-Morales, 2006; Worrell 
& Mello, 2007; Milfont et al., 2008; Liniauskait  & Kairys, 2009; Carelli, et al., 2011; Anagnostopoulos & Griva, 
2012; Ryack,  2012), regarding both the aspect of the total variance explained by factors and the general  loading 
pattern of the items.   
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However, for the Romanian sample investigated by us, only 31out of the 56 items of ZTPI loaded on the 
expected five factor. At the level of this sample, regardless of the five major factors of TP, we discovered that 
some of the ZTPI items had loaded on a minor factor, which duplicated one of the five major factors. This 
phenomenon was related to the specific bias of some items, found in cross-cultural analyses. However, not all the 
factors contained culturally biased items. One explanation of the occurrence of these satellite-factors could be 
related to the high heterogeneity of the Romanian sample, regarding age and professional status, considering that 
it did not consist exclusively of students. Many of the convergent studies, regarding the factorial structure of TP 
and the percentage of variance explained by factors, were conducted exclusively on samples of students 
(especially students in psychology), fact that increases the homogeneity of their answers, but reduces the 
generalisability of the obtained data. Alternatively, these minor factors could also suggest random translated 
artefacts. The explanation of these minor factors is a limit of our study. Additional data processing is necessary in 
order to identify those factors that lead to the segregation of the major dimensions of the TP. 
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